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The master responses provided in Section II.2, Master Responses, MR-1 through MR-8,

address similar comments received from multiple commenters on the Draft

Supplemental EIR and, therefore, many individual responses to comments refer back to

the master responses. These Master Responses are:

• MR-1, Scope of the Commission’s Discretionary Action

• MR-2, Lease Modification Project Scope

• MR-3, Responsible Vs. Lead Agency & Supplemental Vs. Subsequent EIR

• MR-4, Piecemealing

• MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species Affected

• MR-6, Marine Protected Areas

• MR-7, Cumulative Impacts

• MR-8, Alternatives
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II.4.6 Comment Set A6: California Coastal Commission

A6-1



Part II – Responses to Comments

Final Supplemental EIR – PRC 1980.1 Lease Amendment October 2017
Poseidon Seawater Desalination at Huntington Beach Project Page II-127

COMMENT SET A6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (cont.)

A6-2

A6-1
cont.
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COMMENT SET A6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (cont.)

A6-3

A6-2
cont.
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cont.
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COMMENT SET A6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION (cont.)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A6: CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

A6-1 The CCC states that in the comments it submitted on the California State

Lands Commission (Commission or CSLC) Notice of Preparation that it

had requested the CEQA analysis “be broadened and modified to address

onshore project changes, changed circumstances, and new information

applicable to the Poseidon Project that have occurred or been developed

since the EIR was certified by the City of Huntington Beach in 2010.” This

Commission could not accept this request for the reasons provided in

Supplemental EIR Section 1.4, Purpose and Scope of Supplemental EIR,

that: (1) the proper scope for the Lease Modification Project is that

provided in Poseidon’s lease amendment application and described in

Supplemental EIR Section 2, Project Description; (2) preparation of a

Supplemental EIR is appropriate for evaluation of the potential significant

impacts associated with the Lease Modification Project; and (3) a new

complete review of the 50 MGD HB Desalination Plant Project approved in

2010 does not consider the extensive environmental review that has

already occurred, the Applicant’s vested rights, the characteristics of the

proposed modifications, and other considerations. See also master

responses MR-1, Scope of the Commission’s Discretionary Action, MR-2,

Lease Modification Project Scope, MR-3, Responsible vs. Lead Agency &

Supplemental vs. Subsequent EIR, and MR-4, Piecemealing).
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A6-2 As stated in master responses MR-1, Scope of the Commission’s
Discretionary Action, and MR-2, Lease Modification Project Scope, the

scope of the project before the Commission is the proposed Lease

Modification Project, which includes subsea components (wedgewire

screens and a multiport diffuser) that would be located at the ends of the

Huntington Beach Generating Station (HBGS) intake and discharge

pipelines more than 1,500 feet from shore at depths of approximately 33

feet mean lower low water (MLLW). The Commission authorized the use

of these pipelines for desalination in 2010 (potential sea-level rise impacts

to the HB Desalination Plant itself were analyzed in detail in the 2010

FSEIR in Chapter 4.12), so only the proposed Lease Modification Project

modifications are within the scope of the Supplemental EIR’s analysis and

Commission’s discretionary action. Given the projected estimates of sea-

level rise presented in Supplemental EIR Section 8.1, Climate Change

and Sea-Level Rise Considerations,1 these components would likely

become more submerged and located further from the shoreline over the

life of the Lease Modification Project. The offshore locations of the

screens and diffuser also means that they are not dependent on beach

nourishment in the face of increasing coastal erosion, as may be the

onshore Huntington Beach Desalination Plant. For these reasons, the

Supplemental EIR has not been revised. See also master response MR-3,

Responsible vs. Lead Agency & Supplemental vs. Subsequent EIR,

Subpart D.3, Sea-Level Rise.

The potential cumulative effects of periodic beach nourishment efforts are

related primarily to construction impacts to air quality, GHG emissions,

and marine vessel transportation if barges and other vessels are required

to nourish the beach in the general Lease Modification Project area.

A6-3 As noted in Section 1.3.1, Project Context with Respect to CEQA, this
Supplemental EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California

Supreme Court’s decision in December 2015 in California Building

Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015)

62 Cal. 4th 369, 386. In that case, the Court held that “CEQA generally

does not require an analysis of how existing environmental conditions will

impact a project’s future users or residents.” With limited exceptions, the

Court concluded that the impacts of existing environmental hazards only

need to be analyzed if a proposed project risks exacerbating those

hazards or conditions. Therefore, this Supplemental EIR does not identify

1 As stated in Section 8.1, compared to year 2000 levels, the southern California region could see up to
1 foot of sea-level rise by the year 2030, 2 feet by 2050, and possibly over 5 feet by 2100 (National
Research Council 2012).
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earthquakes, tsunamis, or other existing hazards as impacts of the Lease

Modification Project.

The introduction to Supplemental EIR Section 4, Environmental Setting

and Impact Analysis, in the subsection entitled No Impacts/Not Significant

Impacts, presents the reasons that the disciplines of geology, soils, and

seismicity were found to have no impact from the proposed Lease

Modification Project. The new data referenced in this comment describing

recent studies of potential seismicity in the Project area do not change the

conclusions of this section. Even considering the new studies, the CLSC

finds that the Lease Modification Project does not have the potential to

result in impacts to people, structures, or the environment, as set forth by

CEQA. For these reasons, the Supplemental EIR has not been revised.

A6-4 See Response to Comment A6-2.

A6-5 As stated in master responses MR-1, Scope of the Commission’s

Discretionary Action, and MR-2, Lease Modification Project Scope, in

2010, the Commission granted Poseidon a vested right to use the subsea

HBGS pipelines for seawater intake and brine and other effluent

discharges, through August 7, 2026. One modification Poseidon proposed

in its lease amendment application to the Commission would reduce

seawater intake volume to 106.7 MGD (approximately 30 percent less

source water than the 152 MGD volume approved by the City of

Huntington Beach and Commission in 2010). Master response MR-5

Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species Affected, addresses

entrainment associated with the diffuser.

The alternative of extending the intake location further offshore is

addressed in Supplemental EIR Section 5.3.1., Intake Pipeline Extension

Alternative (see also master response MR-8, Alternatives regarding

consideration of alternatives that extend beyond the CSLC Lease

Premises). Impacts to marine organisms from intake and diffuser

entrainment resulting from the Lease Modification Project are analyzed in

Supplemental EIR Impact OWQ/MB-6, Impact to Special Status Species

Populations of Intake Flow Reduction (Compared to 2010 Project) and

Use and Maintenance of Wedgewire Screens, and Impact OWQ/MB-7,

Impact to Special Status Species Populations of Diffuser Operation. These

impacts are determined to be Less than Significant, and Less than

Significant with Mitigation, respectively. Pursuant to State CEQA

Guidelines section 15126.6, alternatives are considered where they can

avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project.
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A6-6 The comment recommends revising the impact assessment within Section
4.1, Ocean Water Quality and Marine Biological Resources, to address

the potential for the Lease Modification Project to increase the rate of

ocean acidification, which is an adverse effect of global climate change on

marine systems. The comment indicates that effluent discharged from the

HB Desalination Plant could be expected to have a lower pH level than

ambient ocean conditions. The proposed Lease Modification Project

addresses the installation of the diffuser, which is designed to reduce

salinity in the concentrated discharge from the HB Desalination Plant to

comply with Desalination Amendment receiving water limits and to

minimize the size of the Brine Mixing Zone (BMZ) (see Section 2.4.4,

Diffuser Design). Along with minimizing the impact to salinity, diffuser

design would also minimize the adverse effects of other properties of the

effluent discharged including pH levels. The discussion of Impact

OWQ/MB-5, Impact to Ocean Water Quality from Wedgewire Screen and

Diffuser Operation and Maintenance, indicates that the design features

would minimize the BMZ to reduce the adverse water quality effects of the

effluent discharged to a less than significant level.

The proposed Lease Modification Project includes the diffuser installation,

but would not change the quantities or physical and chemical properties of

the effluent, which depend on operational conditions of the HB

Desalination Plant. See master response MR-2, Lease Modification

Project Scope, regarding the scope of the proposed Lease Modification

Project, which does not include the onshore desalination plant compo-

nents approved by the City of Huntington Beach in 2010.

A6-7 The Supplemental EIR is revised to include a description of the critical
habitat designated for snowy plover in 2012 and an analysis of

construction noise impacts to special-status wildlife, if present onshore, at

Huntington State Beach. As the commenter notes, the Draft Supplemental

EIR acknowledged the presence of western snowy plover near the Lease

Modification Project area. The nearest critical habitat is 1.5 miles from the

project area. The revisions to Supplemental EIR Impact OWQ/MB-2,

Impact to Special Status Species Populations of Intake Screen and

Diffuser Installation (Not Including Underwater Noise), do not change the

impact’s level of significance that was defined in the Draft Supplemental

EIR; it remains less than significant.

A6-8 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas.

A6-9 Supplemental EIR Section 4.1.3, Ocean Water Quality and Marine

Biological Resources, Significance Criteria, presents the justification for

using the significance criteria presented. The one concerning special-
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status species is whether the project would have a “substantial adverse

effect,” which is further defined in the EIR to be if the project “has the

potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,

cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,

threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; [or] substantially reduce

the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened

species….” This criterion was not used in the Supplemental EIR due to the

absence of regulatory guidance. The Desalination Amendment was con-

sidered by Supplemental EIR preparers and the CSLC determined that the

criterion from CEQA Appendix G, as clarified by State CEQA Guidelines

section 15065, was appropriate for use in this Supplemental EIR.

A6-10 The Supplemental EIR appropriately uses and incorporates by reference

the 2010 FSEIR and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB

2015a) Final Staff Report Including the Final Substitute Environmental

Documentation Amending the Ocean Plan Addressing Desalination

Facility Intakes, Brine Discharges, and the Incorporation of Other Non-

Substantive Changes (2015 SED) in its analysis of impacts (as stated in

the Executive Summary under the subheader, Prior Analyses Incorporated

by Reference, the Introduction to Section 4.0, Environmental Setting and

Impact Analysis, and other sections of the Supplemental EIR). The intent

and scope of this Supplemental EIR is described in master response

MR-2, Lease Modification Project Scope. See also Responses to

Comments A6-5 and A6-9 regarding entrainment-related impacts.

A6-11 Construction-related impacts, including those related to proposed dredge
and fill, are analyzed in Supplemental EIR Impact OWQ/MB-1, Impact to

Ocean Water Quality of Lease Modification Project Construction Activities,

and Impact OWQ/MB-2, Impact to Special Status Species Populations of

Intake Screen and Diffuser Installation (Not Including Underwater Noise),

which are both Less than Significant. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines

section 15126.6, alternatives are considered in order to avoid or

substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. Since the

Supplemental EIR finds that construction-related impacts of proposed

dredge and fill activities are not potentially significant, alternatives that

reduce their extent or dictate the placement of dredged material are not

required. (See also master response MR-8, Alternatives.)

A6-12 The comment notes that additional GHG emissions would occur as a

result of construction-related offshore activities. The Supplemental EIR

includes an assessment of the increase in construction emissions

resulting from offshore and onshore activities related to the LMP, and
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these are quantified in Table 4.6-2, Intake and Discharge, Project-Specific

GHG Emissions.

A6-13 See Response to Comment A6-3 regarding requirements for analyzing

tsunami effects on proposed Lease Modification Project structures.

Supplemental EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Impact

HAZ-1: Construction and Operation Impacts of Routine Hazardous

Material Transport, Use, or Disposal, addresses the potential impacts of a

tsunami on marine vessels used for Lease Modification Project

construction (i.e., related to marine oil spills or vessel upset). Mitigation

Measure HAZ-1 is recommended to reduce potential impacts to the

environment due to Project construction activities being impacted by a

tsunami. The potential new information related to the greater onshore

runup from tsunamis would not likely affect the offshore facilities included

in the Lease Modification Project. Please see master response MR-2,

Lease Modification Project Scope, regarding the assessment of impacts

related to the onshore desalination plant.

A6-14 The commenter addresses outfall structure back-pressure in reference to

Supplemental EIR Section 4.7, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The

structural condition of the outfall system is addressed in Supplemental EIR

Section 2.4.4.1, in the description of Diffuser Operation, not in Section 4.7.

The recommendation that the CSLC consider “sliplining” the existing

outfall, should future studies determine that the outfall’s structural integrity

would be addressed at the completion of the APLC-1, Pipeline Integrity

Assessment Inspection and Report identified in Applicant Proposed Lease

Condition-1 (APLC-1). See also Response to Comment A2-8.

A6-15 See Response to Comment A6-5 and master response MR-8,

Alternatives, regarding consideration of alternatives that extend beyond

the Lease Premises, such as the proposed extension of the intake

pipeline.

As noted in master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and

Species Affected, the submitted a Draft Technical Memorandum – Review

and analysis of expected entrainment effects at and near Poseidon’s

proposed Huntington Beach Desalination Project to RWQCB and CSLC

staffs on August 3, 2017. However, at this time, neither the data in the

Draft Memo nor the conclusions about including Emerita in the analysis

have been peer reviewed.

The Rotating Brush-Cleaned, Stainless Steel Wedgewire Screens

Alternative is identified in the Supplemental EIR as the Environmentally

Superior Alternative. The commenters support for the use of rotating
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screens will be provided to the Commission for consideration in its

decision-making process.
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II.4.7 Comment Set A7: California Fish and Game Commission

A7-1
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COMMENT SET A7: CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION (cont.)

A7-1
cont.

A7-2
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COMMENT SET A7: CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION (cont.)

A7-2
cont.

A7-3

A7-4
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COMMENT SET A7: CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION (cont.)

A7-4
cont.

A7-5
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COMMENT SET A7: CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION (cont.)

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A7: FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

A7-1 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas. Also, see master
response MR-7, Cumulative Impacts; the cumulative scenario considered

in the Supplemental EIR also identified other existing and proposed desal-

ination facilities along the California coast (see Figure 3-2 in the Supple-

mental EIR).

A7-2 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas.

A7-3 See master response MR-8, Alternatives.

A7-4 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas.

A7-5 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas.
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II.4.8 Comment Set A8: California Department of Parks and Recreation, Orange

Coast District

A8-1

A8-2

A8-3
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COMMENT SET A8: STATE PARKS ORANGE COAST DISTRICT (cont.)

A8-3
cont.



Part II – Responses to Comments

October 2017 Final Supplemental EIR – PRC 1980.1 Lease Amendment
Page II-148 Poseidon Seawater Desalination at Huntington Beach Project

RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A8: STATE PARKS ORANGE COAST DISTRICT

A8-1 The commenter’s statement of its interest in and concern about the

impacts of the Project will be provided to the California State Lands

Commission (Commission or CSLC) for consideration in its decision-

making process. The Project that will be considered by the Commission is

the proposed Lease Modification Project, as defined in Section 2 of this

Supplemental EIR. (See also master responses MR-1, Scope of the

Commission’s Discretionary Action, and MR-2, Lease Modification Project

Scope.)

A8-2 In the absence of diffuser-specific modeling, the Supplemental EIR is

revised to conservatively assume a worst-case scenario that larvae in 100

percent of the total entrained volume of diffuser dilution water would be

killed by exposure to lethal turbulence. (See master response MR-5,

Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species Affected. Even with this

increase (from 23 percent to 100 percent), the number of larvae potentially

entrained represents a small fraction of the larvae at risk to entrainment

that occur within the HB Desalination Plant’s source water. This reduction

in larvae would not result in any discernable impacts to the food chain.

However, Mitigation Measure OWQ/MB-7 requires compensatory

mitigation of the Area of Production Foregone (APF) as a result of diffuser

operation. The impact analysis for Impact OWQ/MB-7, Impact to Special

Status Species Populations of Diffuser Operation, in Supplemental EIR

Section 4.1.4.2, Ocean Water Quality and Marine Biological Resources,

Operational Impacts, is revised to clarify that APF considers and compen-

sates for all direct and indirect entrainment impacts to all organisms in the

affected source water body because it considers both the affected species

itself and its contribution to the ecological community (e.g., as a food

source).

A8-3 As described in Response to Comment A8-2, using APF to calculate com-

pensatory mitigation acreage, as required by MM OWQ/MB-7, would

ensure that affected larvae and its contribution to the ecological

community (e.g., as an ultimate food source for California least tern) are

compensated for in the APF mitigation calculations.
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II.4.9 Comment Set A9: Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board and

State Water Resources Control Board

A9-1
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)

A9-1
cont.

A9-2

A9-3

A9-4

A9-5

A9-6

A9-7
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)

A9-8

A9-9

A9-10

A9-11

A9-12

A9-13
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)

A9-13
cont.

A9-14

A9-15

A9-16
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)

A9-16
cont.

A9-17

A9-18

A9-19

A9-20

A9-21

A9-22

A9-23

A9-24
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)

A9-25

A9-26

A9-27

A9-28

A9-29

A9-30

A9-31

A9-32

A9-33

A9-34

A9-35
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COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB (cont.)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT SET A9: SANTA ANA RWQCB & SWRCB

A9-1 Information on the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

(NPDES) permit and Water Code section 13142.5, subdivision (b),

consistency review responsibilities of the Santa Ana Regional Water

Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and State Water Resources Control

Board (SWRCB) with respect to the Huntington Beach Desalination Plant

Project is incorporated throughout the Supplemental EIR. California State

Lands Commission (Commission or CSLC) staff acknowledges the Water

Boards staffs’ acknowledgment that the analysis required by the Ocean

Plan, in determining consistency with Water Code section 13142.5,

subdivision (b, is separate and distinct from the CSLC’s analyses for this

Supplemental EIR.

A9-2 See Response to Comment A6-5 and master response MR-8,

Alternatives, regarding consideration of alternatives that extend beyond

the Lease Premises, such as the proposed extension of the intake

pipeline.

A9-3 The commenter suggests that the Six-port Diffuser Alternative would

reduce shearing mortality in comparison with the proposed three-port

diffuser, and that the CSLC should consider this as the preferred

alternative. The Supplemental EIR in Section 5.4.4 does acknowledge that

this alternative, operated with all six ports open would likely result in

entrainment mortality in comparison with the proposed three-port diffuser.

This alternative was not considered to be the Environmentally Superior

Alternative in the Supplemental EIR. While under stand-alone operation

the discharge is anticipated to achieve, based on modeling results,

regulatory compliance within approximately 98 meters (with a shorter

distance anticipated for co-located operation), this calculation falls barely

within the 100 meters allowed pursuant to the Desalination Amendment.

This margin was considered to be too close to the dilution limit to be con-

sidered as superior to the proposed diffuser design.

A9-4 The estimate of maximum expected pressure expected is approximately

4.99 feet of head (3.76 feet of head in offshore components and 1.23 feet

of head in onshore components) per Alden Research Laboratory (Alden).

This pressure corresponds to the worst-case operating scenario for the

stand-alone HB Desalination Plant in which 127 MGD of effluent is being

discharged through the diffuser with the central port closed. Analyses by

Alden (Alden March 22, 2017 [2017b] “Summary of Head Loss

Calculations for the Poseidon Huntington Beach Desalination Plant

Discharge System” and March 31, 2017 “Diffuser Head for Co-located and
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Stand-alone Operation of the Poseidon Huntington Beach Desalination

Plant”) indicate that the maximum pressure expected during HBGS

operation only (i.e., 254 MGD of effluent) would be approximately 4.87

feet of head (4.27 feet of head in offshore components and 0.60 feet of

head in onshore components). The stand-alone HB Desalination Plant will

ultimately discharge approximately 56.7 MGD of brine once the HBGS is

fully retired.

The intent of the Alden memos was to determine the maximum pressures

in the discharge system to estimate worst-case scenarios for the existing

infrastructure (i.e., 127 MGD with additional diffuser port closed or 254

MGD with the additional diffuser port open). Pressures in the discharge

system will be reduced when 56.7 MGD of brine is being discharged.

Relative to the “suitable factor of safety”, as noted in the Supplemental

EIR and in the Alden memo (2017b), these types of structural

considerations are details that will be refined during the detailed design

process, and pursuant to the requirements of Applicant Proposed Lease

Condition-1 (APLC-1), Pipeline Integrity Assessment Inspection and

Report. See also Response to Comment A2-8.

A9-5 See Response to Comment A9-4.

A9-6 Discharge velocities of Poseidon’s proposed diffuser were calculated

based on information provided by the valve vendor, Tideflex, which

provided the total head loss across the selected valve as a graph versus

flow. Thus, for a given flow per valve, the pressure head just upstream of

the valve that is equal to the dynamic (velocity) head leaving the valve is

known. That initial dynamic head is dissipated (lost) downstream in the

surrounding ocean. It is thus possible to calculate the initial discharge

velocity without needing the valve discharge area.

A9-7 Supplemental EIR Impact OWQ/MB-2, Impact to Special Status Species

Populations of Intake Screen and Diffuser Installation (Not Including

Underwater Noise), considers benthic disturbance, including mortality,

from the installation of anchors.

A9-8 In its June 2017 comments on the Draft Supplemental EIR, Poseidon
submitted a new Applicant Proposed Measure (APM-8, Composition and

Maintenance of Wedgewire Screens) with a commitment to install

stationary (not rotating) wedgewire screens composed of stainless steel.

Thus, stainless steel rotating brush-cleaned screens are not part of the

Lease Modification Project as currently proposed by Poseidon. The

Rotating Brush-Cleaned, Stainless Steel Wedgewire Screens

Alternative is analyzed as an alternative in Supplemental EIR Section
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5.4.2, and is identified in Section 6.5, Comparison of Proposed Action and

Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative, as the

environmentally superior alternative (see also Response to Comment A6-

15).

A9-9 See master response MR-6, Marine Protected Areas.

A9-10 The Supplemental EIR assumes a 50-year project life as noted in Section

4.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Section 8.1 discusses projected sea-

level rise out to 2100.

A9-11 Source water (i.e., ocean water) quality impacts are considered in
Supplemental EIR Section 4.1, Ocean Water Quality and Marine

Biological Resources. Treatment of source water used in the desalination

process would occur onshore and is outside the scope of this

Supplemental EIR.

A9-12 See Response to Comment A9-8 regarding the proposed use of stainless

steel wedgewire screens. Use of copper-nickel alloy screens would

require approval of the Commission and regulatory agencies, including the

RWQCB, based on analyses of data gathered over time from other

sources (e.g., other facilities that use solid state copper-nickel structures

in an ocean environment), to support a finding that any associated

leaching has no potentially significant adverse ocean water quality impact.

Copper-nickel alloy wedgewire screens and their associated benefits and

impacts are analyzed in Supplemental EIR Section 5.4.3, Alternatives

Evaluated In This Supplemental EIR. The Draft Supplemental EIR noted

there were no available mitigation measures to reduce solid state copper

leaching, and the commenter acknowledges that it has also not identified

any mitigation measures to include in the Final Supplemental EIR.

A9-13 The commenter acknowledges that accounting for mortality of all forms of

marine life is a requirement of the Ocean Plan, not CEQA. See master-

response MR-3, Responsible Vs. Lead Agency & Supplemental Vs.

Subsequent EIR regarding the role of CSLC as a responsible agency and

use of the Supplemental EIR by other agencies, including the Water

Boards.

A9-14 See master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species

Affected.

A9-15 The commenter states that the Water Board staff is reviewing the
ETM/APF analyses. This comment does not require a specific response.

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue.
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A9-16 See master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species
Affected.

A9-17 Supplemental EIR MM OWQ/MB-7 has been revised to clarify that the

draft Diffuser-Operation Marine Life Mitigation Plan shall be concurrently

submitted to CSLC, RWQCB, CDFW, and CCC staffs for review and Plan

development.

A9-18 See Response to Comment A6-5 and master response MR-8,

Alternatives, regarding consideration of alternatives that extend beyond

the Lease Premises, such as the proposed extension of the intake

pipeline.

A9-19 The analysis in Supplemental EIR Section 5.4.3.2, Six-Port Diffuser
Alternative, Environmental Impact Analysis, is adequate to inform alterna-

tives comparison, pursuant to CEQA. Regarding the request for a diffuser-

specific analysis of shearing-related mortality for the 6-port diffuser

alternative, see master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and

Species Affected.

A9-20 See master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species

Affected.

A9-21 See master response MR-5, Diffuser Entrainment Mortality and Species

Affected.

A9-22 See Response to Comment A9-13.

A9-23 The text in the Executive Summary is revised as suggested by the

commenter to clarify that a new wedgewire screen would be installed as

part of the Lease Modification Project.

A9-24 The text in the Executive Summary is revised as suggested by the

commenter to clarify that Poseidon will also need a National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System permit renewal/reissuance.

A9-25 The text in the Executive Summary is revised as suggested by the

commenter to state that alternative or additional mitigation measures

might result from the Santa Ana Water Board’s Water Code section

13142.5, subdivision (b), consistency determination.

A9-26 The distance offshore of the Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) is used

to identify the boundaries of Lease PRC 1980.1, which extends 1,710 feet

as shown in Figures ES-1 and 1-1. Stating that the wedgewire screen

location is 1,650 feet from the OHWM clarifies that the screens will be

installed within the boundaries of PRC 1980.1. The same applies to the
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location of the proposed multiport diffuser. The general reader, however,

typically uses distance from shore as a reference point. Both values are

correct and can be used interchangeably.

A9-27 The typographical error in Section 2.1 (Project Summary) is corrected to

clarify the reference to Water Code section 13142.5, subdivision (b).

A9-28 The value in Table 2-5, Initial Diffuser Discharge Velocities (Various

Operating Scenarios), is revised as suggested by the commenter to clarify

the size of the diffuser pipe.

A9-29 The text in Section 4.1.1, Environmental Setting, is revised as suggested
by the commenter to note that the closest Area of Special Biological

Significance (ASBS) is Robert E. Badham ASBS.

A9-30 The text in Section 4.1.2, Regulatory Setting, is revised as suggested by

the commenter to clarify reference to the required technology (not

methodology) for brine dischargers.

A9-31 The text in Section 4.1.4, Environmental Impact Analysis and Mitigation, is

revised as suggested by the commenter to clarify that no mitigation

measures are required under CEQA.

A9-32 The values in Section 4.1.4.2, Operation Impacts, is revised as suggested

by the commenter to clarify the proposed intake and discharge flows.

A9-33 The value in Section 4.1.4.2, Operation Impacts, is revised as suggested

by the commenter to clarify the background ocean water salinity.

A9-34 The values in Section 5.3.1, Intake Pipeline Extension Alternative, is
revised as suggested by the commenter to clarify the distance of the

existing offshore Huntington Beach Generating Station intake pipeline.

See also Response to Comment A9-26

A9-35 The text in Section 5.4.3, Six-Port Diffuser Alternative, is revised as

suggested by the commenter to clarify the number of ports closed upon

transitioning from co-located to stand alone operations.


